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Given below are comments on the presentation about lessons learnt by the Noise Team in facilitating adoption of the HPD TAS Leading Practice. The comments should be read in conjunction with the attached set of slides, which have been annotated with numbers in bracketse.g. [#1] which correspond to the various comments presented below. Finally, it should be noted that some comments have been inserted directly into the last two slides, which have been included in this document. One should note that the comments were made without any engagement to seek a common understanding of the aspects presented. It is important that we shy away from rationalising and ONLY defending each point raised,  but also  look at how this experience can be used to improve the MOSH process. In addition, the presentation was meant to encourage other MOSH Teams to confirm or refute this experience based on what their experiences are because MOSH has been around for almost seven years. If most teams were to confirm our experience then surely we should adjust our MOSH Process to the Realities on the ground as they say ‘if Moses can’t go to the Mountain, then the Mountain must go to Moses lest we will soon be relevant, and undo the great potential (and work) that this process can do for the industry. 
1. Widespread adoption phase only: It is important to realise that the foundation for the widespread adoption phase is prepared, and indeed initiated during the documentation phase, before the leading practice adoption workshop and the formation of the COPAs. The identification and communication with key persons at mines is supposed to start soon after identification of the leading practice. By the time of the adoption workshop the key deciders should thus already be well briefed about the value case and any other generic issues crucial to their decision making process. The absence or inadequate execution of this early work can thus impact substantially on what is experienced in the “widespread adoption phase”. The above are repeated theory that is good but not sure it adds value to the discussion. The only thing that the writer said was that lessons relates to widespread adoption phase only. This emphasises  in slide two of the presentation under context and the presenter emphatically mentioned this in the presentation. It should be noted that the HPD TAS leading practice has been around since 2010 and proper wide spread adoption started between 2012 and 2013 so going back to adoption workshop will not add much value to the subject being discussed. Furthermore the then (2010 -2012) Noise Team members were probably more knowledgeable on both  the MOSH process and the subject  (than the current team) because they had already work shopped and facilitated another leading practice (Electric drilling machines). When one analyse their work reading the adoption of the HPD TAS, one realises that they followed almost every step prescribed and proof is available hence the current team always gives them the benefit of doubt. 
Unfortunately, to date this has been a consistent weakness in implementing the adoption system. This is a perception. Why is it a weakness? Is it perhaps unpractical? One thing that was emphasised on our (Chamber of Mines) strategy was that we exist to serve our members interest. This, to me, implies that we should try by all means to accommodate their needs i.e. if there is “consistent weakness in implementing the adoption system” over our 7 year existence then we should do something about that rather than to fall in love with the problem. MOSH Process was created to assist the industry not the other way i.e. Industry was not created for the MOSH process. We as Team do not have an answer to this but we need to discuss these things. 
2. Deciding to adopt: One to eighteen months seems about right – some mines (managers) would be “early adopters” others would be “laggards”. Execution of a properly developed BC plan for Deciders before the leading practice adoption workshop should help reduce the number of laggards, but in practice one must expect a spread. Indeed, the MOSH Adoption Team would be overwhelmed if all potential adoption mines decided to adopt within the first month. This is a interesting comment given the simplicity and ease of adoption, it seems as if the comment does not take account of industry’s underperformance as well is industry’s commitment to adoption of leading practices. One cannot understand why the adoption team will be overwhelmed. The comment seems to be made for a generic general theoretic practice and not for HPDTAS. If it’s ‘legal’ to take as much 18 Months to decide to adopt, then we should highlight that to our stakeholders because it has an effect on the Mining Charter reporting and it should be flagged in our process charts because our charts still the shortened  Mosh Process is 18 Months with this revelation a leading practice can easily take 3  years! 
3. Setting up a multidisciplinary team: Unless the manager is committed and clear about what is required, setting up the required multidisciplinary team can take time. The lesson learned here points to the need to include appropriate communication in the BC plan for Deciders about the importance of the team and the need to act swiftly to establish the required team at the mine. The issue that is pointed out is that of industry inertia and lack of commitment. The comment is intended to spark some action and not to theorise because in reality it’s not happening as intended Managers need to understand the MOSH process and their role in it. 
4. Identify interviewers & interviewees: It is inevitable that there will be a spread in the time taken to identify these. The lesson here points to the importance of the mine appointing an adoption team manager of sufficient stature and quality. The need to ensure such an appointment should thus be brought out in the early communication with Deciders. It should also be brought out strongly at the leading practice adoption workshop and at the first COPA. This is already covered in the updated version of the Handbook (section 6.3 and the example LPAG), but there is scope to further emphasise the points made.  . What it does imply is that maybe the durations attached to a leading practice is different for every mine and every leading practice. Now this is an issue that warrants debate.  Regarding the “mine appointing an adoption team manager of sufficient stature and quality” that will probably not happen in the forseable future so for NOW if i can’t hunt with dogs i will definitely hunt with cats (No pun intended)
5. In regard to identifying the interviewers, it must also be remembered the Task Force Member is now expected to play the role of a Group Adoption Coordinators, and in that role to ensure that a core group of adequately trained interviewers are available within the Group’s mines. This is now part of their terms of reference, although the practical viability of this new role still needs to be properly tested.  See comment later on
6. Train the interviewers: At the Strategic Communications workshop on 31 May it was agreed that training for the Mine Adoption Team Manager, the Behaviour Plans Overseer and the Interviewers could be provided by the MOSH Behavioural Specialist. It could but it is it? The lesson here is thus the need to action both this point as well as the point about the role of the Task Force member made under point 4 above. It would be unwise to increase the time allocated in the pro forma plan of the LPAG Why would it be unwise to make the theoretical plan practical
7. Mental model interviews: Unless these are well planned the interviews can easily stretch over two months. Now please explain how it is possible for a ‘simple practice’ such as HPD TAS and if 30 people need to be interviewed.  The lesson here is to ensure the appointment of a quality Mine Adoption Team Manager (Refer to 4 above) and the availability of trained interviewers, and not to increase the time allocation for this activity. I don’t agree with the interpretation of what the lesson is, the lesson is every Leading Practice has its own duration for different tasks and the current theory seems not to be too close to this specific LP. 
8. LB and BC plans: It is expected that the analysis of interviews and the preparation of detailed customised BC and LB plans, including appropriate communication materials, will require at least a month. The reason for the shorter period reflected for the HPD TAS Leading Practice is likely to be an exception. Why is it expected to take so long for such a simple practice
9. [bookmark: _GoBack]No standardised way of assessing competency of interviewers: Yes, this is a point that is worth pursuing. Douw should be asked to comment on the practicality of doing this and to suggest how it might best be done. Acknowledgement yes but what do we do because this the foundation and crux of the LB and LC?
10. MOSH not present during the interviews: This is as it should be. This emphasises the importance of ensuring the competence of the interviewers, as covered in earlier points. (refer to the above point) 
11. Simple application of 5 Whys: The ability and skill in asking probing questions is linked to the issue of interviewer training and competency, as dealt with in a number of the points above. Now this is also the foundation and crux of the Direct Enquiries.
12. Some questions were not answered: Points again to the competency of the interviewer, but in some cases, if the interviewee really does not have anything to say even after rephrasing the question or appropriate probing, then so be it. It would then not be an issue. Not sure I agree if one use the generic questions and answers and add to it the relevant things for a specific mine there should not be any unanswered questions.
13. No vertical split of interviewees: This is an important problem. Upper levels must be covered by and involved in the determination and execution of BC and LB plans. They also need to be recipients of the plans. This brings out the importance of the adoption decision being made at mine manager level and for the appointment by the manager of a Mine Adoption Team Manager of adequate standing and quality. It is covered in the handbook example LPAG, but there is scope to bring this out more clearly.It is also something that should be emphasised by the MOSH Adoption Team during COPA meetings. Not sure this is what the learning is, probably more likely it points to a reluctance to interview more senior people, depending on the position of the interviewer. It points to the reality that every level probably require a different calibre of interviewer.
14. Copy and paste responses and same answers from different people: This again points to the need for the appointment and training of quality persons as Mine Adoption Team Manager and Behaviour Plans Overseer and the use of trained interviewers. Indirectly, it  also points to some of the content that should be included in the BC plan for Deciders, and to the need to bring out the importance of these appointments at the leading Practice Adoption Workshop, as well as the first COPA when senior mine persons are expected to be present. The point is already made quite strongly in the LPAG but it is worth investigating how the point could be more effectively brought out. The issue is mines takes shortcuts probably because tthey do not see the value derived from the activity or its lower down in their priority lists.
15. Supplied generic LB & BC: It is not clear what this means since all potential adoption mines are supposed to be supplied with generic LB and BC plans for customisation purposes, using a direct enquiry process based on the relatively simple 10 point questionnaire. If the full direct enquiry protocol was used at adoption mines, then this can be expected to lead to difficulties in analysis and interpretation of the responses. I do not understand this.
16. No coding was done: Coding is not expected to be done in the customisation process at adoption mines, but it is worth pointing out that the software developed by Decision Partners “automatically” handles the coding issue.(A trail of the software was offered, but was not taken up.) Also see point 14 above.Lets leave Decision patners out of this because we discussed the matter long back in iour MOSH Monthly meeting. There should be coding if 12000 interviews was done. The comment should be that if only 30 people are interviewed coding would likely not be required.
17. Same knowledge aspects listed: This might not be a problem, provided that the interviews were conducted properly. Given the earlier comments about interviewers, this observation simply adds to the importance of a competent interview process. The essence of the lesson is missed, it said that a lot of effort was spend, interviewers identified, trained and people interviewed just to find out nothing new. If this is a trend with all leading practices then indeed this is a major opportunity to streamline the process.
18. Everybody wanted to be heard: This suggests that the initial briefing of the workforce was inadequate. The example LPAG indicates that workers are to be briefed at the same time as the adopters and key stakeholders are identified – see points 8.2 and 13.2 of LPAG. The briefing of workers and supervisors is intended to advise all about the direct enquiry process and to provide them the opportunity for questions and input during the briefing sessions. The lesson might be that in some cultures people do not want to be singled out for what they might perceive as preferential treatment. If this is the case then the learning is real and should be considered. Repeating the theory does not help we need people with practical experience to review this presentation. 
19. To interview 12000 people: To suggest that this should be done indicates a lack of appreciation of the qualitative research principles underlying MOSH mental models process. Generally, about 30 interviews have been found to be adequate for identifying the key aspects of the mental model of a large group of people. Lets say we have 20 mine overseers is 1x person enough? or if we have 12000 people is 30 people enough.  
 In some special cases it might be necessary to sub-divide the group, and to use more interviews, but this needs to be handled on an ad hoc basis. However, all 12000 people are expected to be briefed and to be given the opportunity to ask questions and to make their input, as described in point 17 above. How  can it be done practically and properly?
20. Labour structure not involved: Union leadership should be involved as a key stakeholder in most leading practices. This is spelt out in point 8.2 and appendix 8 of the example LPAG. It should thus also be in the adoption teams LPAG provided to mines to guide the adoption process at their mines. The issue is not if it is in the guide we know it is, the issue is mines do not do it.
21. Interviewers could not translate responses into messages and modes: In point 9.1 of the example LPAGguidance is provided about the selection of persons to analyse the interview responses. The interviewers are not expected to have the ability / skill to translate the responses into messages and modes. Instead, the example LPAG advises that some of the mine adoption team members,particularly the Adoption Team Manager and the Behaviour Plans Overseer, should be able to undertake the task of analysing the responses as a basis for customising / updating material provided in the LPAG. Ok this makes sense. In any event if no new info was identified by interviews no new modes/messages are needed.
22. Little value for major effort: The value derived from the behavioural processes will depend on how well the process is implemented, and not on how much effort goes into it. The issue is thus really that of quality. However, notwithstanding the importance of quality, even a substandard mental models process has engagement elements that are likely to deliver quite substantial benefits, provided the generic BC and LB plans produced by the MOSH Adoption Teams are of reasonable quality, and are provided to the mine in an LPAG of good quality. The lesson might not be correctly identified. The issue is not the mental models process it is direct enquiries during widespread adoption. 
23. Is direct enquiries the best way to ensure buy in: In reflecting on this question, which will always remain a valid question, it is important to recognise that there are two direct enquiry process, the one undertaken by the MOSH team across potential adoption mines to develop the generic BC and LB plans, and the other undertaken by the mine adoption team at the adoption mine to customise the generic behavioural plans. Behaviour science and years of experience by many persons have evolved the direct enquiry / mental models approach as the best way of achieving the behaviour change associated with buy in. Others are increasingly coming to this realisation. 
24. Specialised communication service providers: The use of external service providers to implement the behavioural aspects of the MOSH process has previously been thought of as an option, but rejected for various reasons. These reasons must be debated. A fundamental aspect of the system is Industry ownership and outsourcing something so fundamentally an integral part of management / worker relationships is not considered wise in the long-term.  A large part of the benefit is expected to come from management and workers properly engaging in the process. It is not proposed that communication is done by service providers only that the messages and modes be done by them. One company uses role-play extensively so are we expecting them to do it with their own people. Engagement will primarily happen by way of leadership behaviour and union involvement. 
25. Widespread adoption should take 4 weeks: If this conclusion is really suggesting that widespread adoption of a leading practice should be achievable within 4 weeks, then a simple comment is not possible. HPDTAS could well be adopted in 4 weeks if we follow the principle of only doing value adding tasks and execute the plan like a proper project.
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